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Foreword
This report contains the results of a nationwide survey of 
members of the American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants who are sole practitioners and/or members of the 
Institute’s Tax Division.
A stratified list of these members was used to randomly select a 
sample of 3,000 members for participation in the survey. Each 
was sent a survey questionnaire in late May, 1989 and then a 
follow-up questionnaire a few weeks later.
The survey was conducted by the Institute to obtain information 
on the practical experience of these members with the Internal 
Revenue Service in order to help develop administrative and 
legislative recommendations to improve the federal tax process. 
In addition to gathering profile information on respondents, the 
survey focused on general attitudes toward the IRS, 
communications with the IRS, as well as audits, collections, 
appeals, and other related information.
A total of 966 completed questionnaires were included in the 
analysis which follows. An additional 70 questionnaires were 
received subsequent to the survey cutoff date. This translates 
into a usable response rate of over 32 percent and a total
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response rate of about 35 percent.
Members who responded to the survey provide a representative 
cross-section of the overall population under study, that is, 
Institute members who are sole practitioners and/or members of 
the Institute’s Tax Division. When respondents to the survey 
are compared to the overall population from which they come, 
they generally match with respect to area of employment as well 
as region of the country in which they practice. The 
representative nature of the group, the sampling process, and 
the response rate provide a high degree of confidence (95 
percent) that the responses contained in this report are within 
five percentage points of the results that would be obtained had 




o When respondents are stratified by region in which they 
practice, 19% are in the Northeast, 21% are in the Midwest, 
37% are in the South, and 23% are in the West.
o Respondents have been CPAs for a median of 15 years. 13% of 
the respondents reported that they have been a CPA for under 
6 years, while, at the other extreme, 29% have been CPAs for 
over 20 years.
o Consistent with the overall population being surveyed, about 
90% of the respondents are employed in public accounting, 
while the balance of the respondents are in industry, 
education, government and ’’other” areas of employment.
o Nearly 3 out of every 5 respondents in public accounting are 
sole practitioners, about 3 in 10 are with firms with 2 to 
10 AICPA members, and the rest are with larger firms. 
Similarly, 94% of the respondents in public accounting said 
they are with local firms, while the others are with 
regional or national firms.
o 57% of those responding are members of the AICPA's Tax 
Division. 7% reported being former employees of the IRS.
Tax Practice Information
o When asked what percentage of their work time over the past 
three years has been devoted to federal tax matters, half 
indicated that they have spent 59% or less of their time and 
half have spent over 59% of their time on such matters.
o Respondents were asked to indicate the number of a variety 
of tax-related situations they had handled or supervised 
over the past three years. This included correspondence, 
office, field and large case audits, as well as collection 
matters, problems resolution contacts and appellate level 
involvement. The most frequently handled or supervised 
situation was correspondence audits, with a median of 6 such 
situations handled or supervised by respondents over the 
past three years. On the other hand, well under half of the 
respondents have handled or supervised large case audits or 
appellate level in the past three years.
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General Attitudes Towards the IRS
o Over half of the respondents described their current 
attitude towards the IRS in general as very or moderately 
unfavorable. Respondents held virtually identical views 
three years ago.
o Respondents were presented with a variety of statements 
about the IRS and asked to indicate whether they agreed or 
disagreed with each. On balance, the responses tended to 
paint a negative picture of the IRS. For example, 9 out of 
every 10 respondents agreed that "there are often delays in 
responses from the IRS” and 4 out of every 5 agreed ”it is 
difficult to communicate with the IRS." In addition, 4 out 
of every 5 respondents disagreed with the following 
statements: "the ability of the IRS to resolve problems is
adequate; IRS employees are adequately trained; and, IRS 
communications efforts are adequate."
Communications With the IRS
o 87% and 80% of the respondents have called IRS service 
centers and district offices, respectively, for assistance 
on tax matters.
o 92% of the respondents are aware that the IRS has a 
toll-free line for assistance on federal tax matters. In an 
average month during tax season, about half of the 
respondents use the toll-free line two or more times for 
procedural matters, while 65% reported no use of the line 
for interpretation of tax laws and regulations.
o When asked to rate the toll-free line on a variety of 
points, responses were not particularly positive. In the 
overall rating of the toll-free line, only 1% of the 
respondents indicated excellent and 7 percent good, while 
42% indicated fair and 39% indicated poor.
o 2% of the respondents said current computer generated 
notices always sufficiently explain the basis of adjustment 
of tax, 33% said they usually do, 53% said occasionally, 10% 
never, and 2% indicated don’t know/no opinion. When 
computer generated notices are deficient, 85% of the 
respondents said it was because a precise explanation of the 
issue was missing, 53% said a precise calculation of 
interest was missing, and 49% said a precise explanation of 
the penalties was missing.
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o 17% of the respondents indicated that the computer generated 
notices received by their clients typically raise a completely 
valid issue, 64% said a partially valid issue, 13% a completely 
invalid issue and 6% indicated don’t know/no opinion. After 
responding to a computer generated notice, 1% of the respondents 
said the IRS resolves the matter in a timely fashion, 27% said 
they usually do, 58% said occasionally, 12% said never, and 2% 
indicated don’t know/no opinion.
o The most common issues raised on valid computer generated 
notices are document matching/unreported income, late or missing 
payroll tax deposits, and incorrect estimated taxes with 445, 
161, and 158 mentions, respectively. The most common issues 
raised on invalid computer generated notices are document 
matching/unreported income and late or missing payroll tax 
deposits with 360 and 136 mentions, respectively.
o Half of the respondents indicated that over 80% of their 
correspondence with the IRS is responded to, while the other 
half said that 80% or less is responded to. Half of the
respondents indicated that, on average, it takes 66 days or less 
for the IRS to give a substantive response to their
correspondence.
o 8% of the respondents said that the IRS always sends - in a 
timely fashion - notices and written communications to the 
taxpayer’s representative when there is a Power of Attorney 
(Form 2848) on file, 47% said they usually send the communi­
cations, 28% said occasionally, 4% said never, and 13% indicated 
don’t know/no opinion.
o Respondents were shown three statements regarding possible 
procedural changes by the IRS and asked to indicate whether they 
agreed or disagreed with each. Each of the three changes met 
with solid agreement:
Fully 68% of the respondents strongly agreed that ’’the 
statute should be amended to allow practitioners and IRS 
employees to discuss confidential taxpayer information 
on the telephone as long as the practitioner is in 
receipt of the IRS notice. A unique ’disclosure’ number 
on the notice would have to be recited before discus­
sions could take place. ’’
65% strongly agreed that ’’a limited ’power of attorney’ 
statement should be preprinted on all IRS notices and 
could be signed by the taxpayer before the notice is 
sent to the practitioner.”
55% strongly agreed that ”a limited ’power of attorney’ 
statement should be preprinted on all tax returns. The 
taxpayer could ’check’ a box to authorize the practi­
tioner to intercede on future problems.”
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Audits
o Respondents were asked a series of questions regarding their
experience with office, field and large case audits. The 
results show that respondents have had mixed experiences 
regarding the conduct of all three types of audits. For 
example, 63% of those responding feel IRS personnel assigned to 
office audits are always or usually competent enough to handle 
the case and 73% and 82% felt the same way regarding personnel 
assigned to field and large case audits, respectively. On the 
other hand, when asked how often the IRS proposes adjustments 
of tax favorable to the taxpayer when the auditor has 
discovered factors unknown to the taxpayer, responses were less 
optimistic. Sixty-six percent or more of the respondents said 
that in the case of office and field audits the IRS
"occasionally" or "never" proposes adjustments favorable to the 
taxpayer under such circumstances and even more - 88 percent - 
indicated "occasionally" or "never" for large case audits. Not 
surprisingly, then, clients confidence in the fairness of the 
IRS is low - over 83 percent of the respondents indicated that 
their clients "occasionally" or "never" have confidence in the 
fairness of the IRS regarding office, field, and large case 
audits.
o Respondents were also asked to rate office, field, and large 
case audit personnel on a variety of points. Large case audit 
personnel consistently rated higher than did office and field 
audit personnel. This is reflected in the "overall competence" 
category - 59% of those responding rated large case audit
personnel as excellent or good, while only 45% and 25% 
provided the same ratings for field and office audit personnel, 
respectively.
Collections
o Half of the respondents reported that over 50% of their cases 
handled by automated collection system personnel are handled 
effectively, while half reported that over 71% of their cases 
handled by field revenue officers are handled effectively.
o Half of the respondents indicated that over 57% of the contacts 
they receive from the IRS Collection Division involve issues 
that are valid, while half indicated that over 82% of the 
contacts they receive from field revenue officers involve 
issues that are valid. Moreover, when contacts from the 
Collection Division involve issues that are not valid, a higher 
proportion of respondents feel that field revenue officers are 
-6-
effective in helping to resolve the issue compared to automated 
collection system personnel.
o Respondents were also asked to indicate the reasons that they 
think IRS Collection Division personnel are either effective or 
ineffective in helping to resolve issues. The most common 
reason cited for the effectiveness of automated collection 
system personnel in resolving issues was that they were polite, 
while the most common reason cited for their ineffectiveness 
was that they are unknowledgeable, incapable or inexperienced. 
For field revenue officers, the most common reason cited for 
their effectiveness in resolving issues was that they were 
willing to help or are cooperative, while the most common 
reason cited for their ineffectiveness was that they are 
forceful, or unreasonable, unfair or inflexible.
o In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection 
Division involve issues that are valid, a higher proportion of 
respondents feel that field revenue officers are effective in 
concluding the process compared to automated collection system 
personnel.
o Regarding why automated collection system personnel are 
effective in the above situation, the most frequently cited 
reasons were that they are polite and willing to help or are 
cooperative, while the most frequently cited reasons for their 
ineffectiveness was that they are unknowledgeable, incapable or 
inexperienced. For field revenue officers, the most common 
reasons cited for their effectiveness in concluding the process 
when contacts from them raised issues that are valid was that 
they are willing to help or are cooperative, while the most 
common reasons cited for their ineffectiveness in this 
situation was that they are unreasonable, unfair or inflexible.
o When asked how often IRS collection personnel are consistent in 
applying installment payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ 
situations, only 28% of those responding indicated automated 
collection system personnel are always or usually consistent 
and 42% indicated the same for field revenue officers.
o When asked to rate IRS collection personnel on a variety of 
points, field revenue officers invariably rated higher than 
automated collection system personnel, although neither group 
received particularly strong ratings. This is reflected in the 
overall competence category, where 40% of the respondents rated 
field revenue officers as excellent or good, while only 16% 




o The vast majority of respondents - 89% - have never attempted 
to bypass appeals level. Among the 11% who have attempted to 
bypass appeals level, the most frequently cited reason why - 
mentioned by over half of these respondents - was that they 
didn’t agree with the IRS position or the IRS position was 
wrong.
o By and large, those respondents who rated appeals officers on 
the various areas listed in the survey provided quite favorable 
ratings. In fact, in all the areas listed well over half of 
the respondents rated appeals officers as excellent or good. 
In the area of overall competence, 84% of those responding 
rated appeals officers as excellent or good.
Interviewing Represented Taxpayers
o In October 1987, the IRS national office announced a change in 
policy the implication of which was that revenue agents would 
no longer insist on interviewing represented taxpayers. 
Respondents were asked to answer several questions regarding 
this change in policy.
28% of the respondents indicated that - subsequent to 
the announcement of the change in policy - IRS agents 
had still insisted on interviewing taxpayers, 53% said 
IRS agents had not insisted on interviewing taxpayers, 
and 19% were not sure.
31% of the respondents indicated that agents were 
familiar with the new policy, 7% said agents were not, 
and 62% were not sure. When asked why agents who were 
familiar with the new policy still insisted on the 
interview, the most common reason - cited by 39% of 
those responding - was that the taxpayer was the most 
appropriate person to interview under the 
circumstances.
12% of the respondents indicated that - since the new 
policy has been instituted - an IRS agent has implied 
that refusal to be interviewed might subject the 
taxpayer to adverse consequences, 67% indicated that 
this has not been the case, and 21% were not sure. The 
consequence most frequently cited - by 65% of those 
responding - was more stringent request for 
documentation.
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Only 3% of the respondents indicated that - since the 
new policy has been instituted - an IRS agent has 
implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject 
them to adverse consequences, 81% indicated that this 
has not been the case, and 16% were not sure. The 
consequence most frequently cited - by 63% of those 
responding - was preparer penalties.
Other Information
o In the final survey question, respondents were asked to provide 
any comments they had regarding their attitudes and opinions 
toward the IRS. The comments received were quite mixed and 
diverse. Many of the respondents indicated that they have had 
good experiences with the IRS citing, for example, prompt 
resolution to problems or issues and personnel that are
courteous, reasonable and fair. On the other hand, many
respondents cited a variety of problems that they have 
encountered in their dealings with the IRS. A frequently 
mentioned problem was the slow response time or lack of 
response by the IRS to both correspondence and phone calls. 
Problems with the toll-free line of the IRS were cited by 
several respondents as well. Finally, several respondents 
commented that IRS personnel, particularly collection 
personnel, are frequently inexperienced, lacking basic 





The survey questioned members on their professional background, 
yielding a mini-profile of respondents.
o The geographic distribution of respondents generally mirrors 
that of all sole practitioner and Tax Division members of 
the Institute. Nineteen percent of the respondents practice 
in the Northeast, 21 percent practice in the Midwest, 37 
percent in the South, and 24 percent in the West.
o Thirteen percent of the respondents have under 6 years of 
experience as CPAs and, at the other end of the spectrum, 29 
percent have over 20 years of experience. Half of the 
respondents have been a CPA for 15 years or less, while half 
have been a CPA for over 15 years.
o The breakdown of respondents by area of employment shows a 
high proportion of members in public accounting, consistent 
with the overall population being surveyed. Nearly three 
out of every five respondents are sole practitioners, over 
one-quarter are partners, and 5 percent hold staff positions 
in public accounting. The balance of respondents includes 7 
percent in industry, 1 percent in education, and just over 2 
percent in other areas including government.
o Reflecting the preponderance of sole practitioners, 94 
percent of the respondents in public accounting indicated 
they are with local firms, while only 6 percent are with 
regional or national firms. Consistent with this, only 4 
percent of the respondents in public accounting reported 
being from large firms - those with over 100 AICPA members - 
while nearly nine out of every ten are with small firms - 
those with under 11 AICPA members.
o Fifty-seven percent of the respondents are members of the 
Tax Division and seven percent of the respondents are former 











Survey and Tax Division







(Sole Practitioner) 59 61
Public Accounting






Under 6 years 13 N/A
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Sole Practitioner 59 N/A
2-10 AICPA Members 29
11-100 AICPA Members 8
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N/A - Not available
Tax Practice Information
Two questions in the survey helped gauge the tax practice 
experience of respondents.
o Respondents were asked what percentage of their work time 
over the past three years had been devoted to federal tax 
matters, such as tax return preparation and tax planning. 
Responses were varied. For example, 6 percent of the 
respondents indicated that they had spent under 20 percent 
of their time on federal tax matters, while 21 percent 
indicated that they had spent over 79 percent of their time 
on such matters. Half of the respondents reported that they 
have spent 59 percent or less of their time on tax matters, 
while the other half have spent more time.
o In addition, respondents were asked to indicate the number 
of a variety of tax-related situations they had handled or 
supervised over the past three years. The results are 
listed in Table 2. The most frequent situation was 
correspondence audits, with a median of 6 such situations 
handled or supervised by respondents over the past three 
years. In contrast, well under half of the respondents have 
handled or supervised large case audits or were involved at 




Time Spent on 
Federal Tax Matters 
(Percentage Distributions)
Under 20% 












(Percentage Distributions) Median 
Number 
HandledNone 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20-40 Over 49
Correspondence Audits 18 14 17 7 18 16 10 6
Office Audits 19 24 24 10 17 5 1 3
Collection Matters 25 21 20 5 13 10 6 3
Field Audits 26 33 22 7 9 3 * 2
Problems Resolution 26 25 23 6 12 6 2 2
Large Case Audits 82 14 3 * 1 * * None






Attitude Towards the IRS
Respondents were asked to describe their attitude in general 
towards the IRS - both currently and three years ago.
The current attitude of respondents toward the IRS is quite mixed. 
Four percent of the respondents have a highly favorable attitude 
toward the IRS, 44 percent have a moderately favorable attitude, 37 
percent a moderately unfavorable attitude, and 15 percent a very 
unfavorable attitude. The general attitude of respondents three 
years ago is virtually identical to their current views.
TABLE 3
CURRENT AND PAST 
ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE IRS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Very Moderately Moderately Very
Favorable Favorable Unfavorable Unfavorable
Current Attitude 4 44 37 15
Attitude 3 years
ago 3 45 38 14
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Agreement or Disagreement with 
Statements Regarding the IRS
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they agreed or disagreed 
with a variety of statements regarding the IRS. The statements 
received diverse responses, with some garnering high levels of 
agreement and others low levels of agreement. Overall, however, 
the responses tended to paint a negative picture of the IRS. For 
example, nine out of every ten respondents agreed that "there are 
often delays in responses from the IRS" and four out of every five 
agreed that "it is difficult to communicate with the IRS." 
Moreover, about four out of every five respondents disagreed with 
the following three statements: "the ability of the IRS to resolve 
problems is adequate; IRS employees are adequately trained; and, 
IRS communication efforts are adequate." Finally, two out of every 




AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT 
WITH STATEMENTS REGARDING THE IRS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly Don't Know/
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree No Opinion
There are often delays in responses from 
the IRS 59 31 7 2 1
It is difficult to communicate with the IRS 43 37 15 5 *
The IRS assumes taxpayers are guilty 34 39 20 4 3
My understanding of the IRS is adequate 25 61 12 1 1
The IRS is unreasonably bent on collection 23 42 27 4 4
IRS staff have no authority to resolve 
problems 16 47 28 3 6
IRS employees are often rude 5 22 46 25 2
IRS employees are reasonable/fair 2 48 36 12 2
The IRS is responsive to my needs 1 32 43 22 1
The overall ability of IRS employees is 
adequate 1 31 46 21 2
The ability of the IRS to resolve 
problems is adequate 1 19 44 35 1
IRS employees are adequately trained 1 19 39 39 2
IRS communications efforts are adequate 1 16 41 42 *
* Under 0.5%
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COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE IRS
Use of IRS Service Centers, 
District Offices and Toll-Free Line
Respondents were asked a few questions about their use of IRS 
service centers, district offices, and the toll-free line.
Eighty-seven percent of the respondents reported that they have 
called IRS service centers for assistance on tax matters and 
four out of every five have called IRS district offices for 
assistance on tax matters. The vast majority of respondents - 
92 percent - are aware that the IRS has a toll-free line for 
assistance on federal tax matters. However, the use of the 
toll-free line by those who are aware of it appears to be rather 
limited. In an average month during tax season, over half of 
these respondents never use or only use once the toll-free line 
for procedural matters. The use of the toll-free line for 
interpretation of tax laws and regulations is even more limited 
- fully 65 percent of the respondents said that they never use 




USE OF IRS SERVICE CENTERS, DISTRICT 
OFFICES AND TOLL-FREE LINE 
(Percentage Distributions)
Yes No
Q: Have you ever called IRS service centers 
for assistance on tax matters? 87 13
Q: Have you ever called IRS district offices 
for assistance on tax matters? 80 20
Q: Are you aware that the IRS has a toll-free 
line for assistance on federal tax matters? 92 8
Number of Times Used 
(Percentage Distributions)
Over
None One Two 3-4 Four
Q: In an average month during 
tax season, how many times 
do you use the toll-free 
line for procedural matters? 29 22 17 15 17
Q: In an average month during 
tax season, how many times 
do you use the toll-free 
line for interpretation of 
tax laws and regulations? 65 17 7 4 8
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Rating of the Toll-Free Line
Respondents were asked to rate a variety of aspects of the 
toll-free line of the IRS.
By and large, the ratings offered by respondents were not 
particularly positive. In the overall rating of the toll-free 
line, only one percent of the respondents indicated ’’excellent,” 
and 7 percent "good," while 42 percent indicated "fair" and 39 
percent indicated "poor." Without exception, over half of the 
respondents provided only a "fair" or "poor" rating on each of 
the various aspects of the toll-free line that were listed in 
the survey. In fact, for 10 of the 12 aspects listed, over 
seven out of every ten respondents provided a "fair" or "poor" 
rating. For instance, 86 percent of the respondents rated "ease 
of finding the right person to talk to" as "fair" or "poor."
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TABLE 6
RATING OF THE TOLL-FREE LINE 
(Percentage Distributions)
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Overall rating of toll-free line 1 7 42 39 11
Cooperation of personnel 4 36 43 8 9
Accuracy of general information given 1 22 47 16 14
Ease of getting through to someone 1 13 26 52 8
Timeliness of response to questions 1 13 40 34 12
Accuracy of technical information given 1 7 39 33 20
Ability of personnel to understand the 
problem * 14 46 31 9
Willingness to act in the taxpayer’s 
best interest * 9 35 40 16
Personnel’s understanding of the law * 8 45 31 16
Accounting skills of personnel * 5 33 38 24
Ease of finding the right person to 
talk to * 5 25 61 9
Consistency in response from one IRS 




A series of questions regarding computer generated notices were 
next asked of respondents.
Computer generated notices often do not sufficiently explain the 
basis of adjustment. Two percent of the respondents feel 
current computer generated notices "always" sufficiently explain 
the basis of adjustment of tax, 33 percent feel they ’’usually" 
do, 53 percent feel they "occasionally" do, and 10 percent feel 
they "never" do. Respondents were then asked what information 
was missing when computer generated notices were deficient. By 
far, the information most frequently missing was "a precise 
explanation of the issue" - eighty-five percent gave this 
reason, 49 percent indicated a "precise explanation of the 
penalties" was missing, 53 percent indicated "a precise 
calculation of interest," 1 percent said "taxpayer identifying 
information," and 9 percent said "other information" was 
missing.
Only infrequently do the computer generated notices received by 
respondents’ clients raise a completely valid issue. Seventeen 
percent of the respondents indicated that the computer generated 
notices their clients received from the IRS typically raise "a
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completely valid issue,” 64 percent indicated that the notices 
typically raise "a partially valid issue," and 13 percent "a 
completely valid issue." Moreover, after receiving a response to 
a computer generated notice, the IRS typically does not resolve 
the matter in a timely fashion. Only one percent of the
respondents said that, after receiving their response to a 
computer generated notice, the IRS "always" resolves the matter 
in a timely fashion, 27 percent said they "usually" resolve the 
matter in a timely fashion, 58 percent said "occasionally" and 12 
percent said "never."
A variety of issues were mentioned when respondents were asked to 
list the most common issues raised on valid computer generated 
notices. Easily topping the list was document matching/unrepor- 
ted income with 445 mentions. Late or missing payroll tax 
deposits and incorrect estimated taxes placed second and third 
with 161 and 158 mentions, respectively. When asked for the most 
common issues raised on invalid computer generated notices, 
respondents most frequently indicated document matching/ 
unreported income - a total of 360 mentions. Late or missing 
payroll tax deposits placed second with 136 mentions, followed by 
missing or incomplete/incorrect forms and no filing/lost return 
with 135 and 134 mentions, respectively.
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TABLE 7
COMPUTER GENERATED NOTICES 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: How often do current computer generated notices sufficiently 











Q: If computer generated 
information is missing?*
notices are deficient. what
A precise explanation of the issue 85
A precise calculation of interest 53
A precise explanation of the penalties 49
Taxpayer identifying information 1
Other 9
Q: The computer generated notices my clients receive from the 
IRS typically raise:
A completely valid issue 17
A partially valid issue 64
A completely invalid issue 13
Don’t Know/No Opinion 6
Q: After receiving your response to a computer generated 










Q: What are the most common issues raised on valid computer 
generated notices?
Issue Number of Mentions
Document Matching/Unreported Income 445
Late or Missing Payroll Tax Deposits 161
Incorrect Estimated Taxes 158
Late or No Filing 131









Q: What are the most common issues raised on invalid computer 
generated notices?
Issue Number of Mentions
Document Matching/Unreported Income 360
Late or Missing Payroll Tax Deposits 136
Missing or Incomplete/Incorrect Forms 135
No Filing/Lost Return 134
Non-Payment of Tax/Misapplication
of Payments 127





* Figures add to more than 100% due to multiple responses.
Correspondence With the IRS
A few questions were asked of respondents regarding their 
correspondence with the IRS.
When asked what percentage of their correspondence with the IRS 
is responded to, respondents reported differing experiences. 
For example, 15 percent said that under 40 percent of their 
correspondence is answered, while 18 percent reported that all 
of their correspondence is answered. The median response of 80 
percent indicates that half of the respondents have 80 percent 
or less of their correspondence answered, while the other half 
has over 80 percent answered. Similarly, respondents reported 
differing experiences regarding the average numbers of days from 
the date of their correspondence to the date they receive a 
substantive response from the IRS - 7 percent indicated it takes 
less than 30 days whereas 25 percent indicated it takes over 89 
days. The median response was 66 days.
Respondents were also asked how often the IRS sends - in a 
timely fashion - notices and written communication to the 
taxpayer’s representative when there is a Power of Attorney 
(Form 2848) on file. Eight percent of the respondents indicated 
"always," 47 percent indicated "usually," 28 percent 
"occasionally," and 4 percent "never."
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TABLE 8
CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE IRS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: To approximately what 
the IRS respond?
percentage of your correspondence does
Under 40% 15
40% - 59% 18
60% - 79% 17
80% - 99% 32
100% 18
Median 80 percent
Q: What is the approximate average number of days from the date 
of your correspondence to the date you receive a substantive 
response from the IRS?
Under 30 days 7
30 - 59 days 37
60 - 89 days 31
Over 89 days 25
Median 66 days
Q: How often does the IRS send - in a timely fashion - notices 
and written communications to the taxpayer's representative 





Don’t Know/No Opinion 13
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Agreement or Disagreement With
Possible Procedural Changes By the IRS
In the next set of survey questions, respondents were asked to 
indicate whether they agreed or disagreed that the IRS should 
adopt certain changes in their procedures.
Each of the three changes listed on the questionnaire met with 
solid agreement. Fully 68 percent of the respondents strongly 
agreed that "the statute should be amended to allow 
practitioners and IRS employees to discuss confidential taxpayer 
information on the telephone as long as the practitioner is in 
receipt of the IRS notice. A unique ’disclosure’ number on the 
notice would have to be recited before discussions could take 
place.” In addition, 65 percent of the respondents strongly 
agreed that ”a limited power of attorney statement should be 
preprinted on all IRS notices and could be signed by the 
taxpayer before the notice is sent to the practitioner." 
Finally, 55 percent of the respondents strongly agreed that "a 
limited power of attorney statement should be preprinted on all 
tax returns. The taxpayer could ’check’ a box to authorize the 
practitioner to intercede on future problems." In all three 
cases, "moderately agree" was the next most frequent response.
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TABLE 9
AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT WITH 












The statute should be amended 
to allow practitioners and IRS 
employees to discuss confiden­
tial taxpayer information on 
the telephone as long as the 
practitioner is in receipt of 
the IRS notice. A unique "dis­
closure” number on the notice 
would have to be recited before 
discussions could take place. 68 21 5 4 2
A limited "power of attorney" 
statement should be preprinted 
on all IRS notices and could 
be signed by the taxpayer be­
fore the notice is sent to the 
practitioner. 65 22 5 5 3
A limited "power of attorney" 
statement should be preprinted 
on all tax returns. The tax­
payer could "check" a box to 
authorize the practitioner to 




Experience With IRS Office, 
Field and Large Case Audits
Respondents were asked a series of questions regarding their 
experience with three kinds of audits - office, field, and large 
case audits.
Generally speaking, the results of these questions indicate that 
respondents have had mainly favorable experiences regarding the 
conduct of office, field and large case audits.
o Sixty-three percent of the respondents who had an opinion feel 
that IRS personnel assigned to office audits, are "always” or 
"usually" competent enough to handle the case. The corresponding 
proportions for field and large case audits are 73 and 82 
percent, respectively.
o Over half of the respondents feel that the three types of audits 
are "always" or "usually" completed efficiently.
o For office, field and large case audits, over half of the 
respondents feel that once an examination is complete, IRS 
internal review procedures - prior to issuance of a Report of 
Examination Changes - "always" or "usually" appear efficient in 
resolving differences concerning the validity of issues.
o When asked how often they are able to speak with or otherwise 
contact the examiner’s supervisor when the examiner is not 
concluding the examination in a competent or efficient manner, 63 
percent or more of those who knew indicated "always" or "usually" 
for each of the three types of audits. In addition, 64 percent 
or more indicated that when they had contact with the examiner’s 
supervisors, he/she "always" or "usually" acted in an appropriate 
manner. On the other hand, when asked how often the IRS proposes 
adjustments of tax favorable to the taxpayer when the auditor has 
discovered factors unknown to the taxpayer, responses were less 
optimistic. Sixty-six percent or more of the respondents said 
that in the case of office and field audits the IRS "occasion­
ally" or "never" proposes adjustments favorable to the taxpayer 
under such circumstances and even more - 88 percent - indicated 
"occasionally" or "never" for large case audits. Not surprising­
ly, then, clients confidence in the fairness of the IRS is low - 
over 83 percent of the respondents indicated that their clients 
"occasionally" or "never" have confidence in the fairness of the 
IRS regarding office, field, and large case audits.
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o Respondents were asked how often Reports on Examination 
Changes are sufficiently detailed to allow the taxpayer or 
his representative to evaluate the appropriateness of the 
adjustment. A majority of the respondents who had an 
opinion indicated "always” or "usually" for office, field 
and large case audits.
o Finally, regarding whether or not tax auditors advise 
taxpayers of their rights, fifty-six percent of the 
respondents who knew said that taxpayers are "always" or 
"usually" advised of their rights in office audits and field 
audits and 63 percent indicated they are "always" or 
"usually" advised in large case audits.
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TABLE 10
EXPERIENCE WITH IRS OFFICE, 










Q: How often are IRS audit 
personnel assigned to 
audits which are within 
their level of of com­
petence?
Office Audits 12 88 2 61 36 1
Field Audits 16 84 5 68 26 1
Large Case Audits 72 28 18 64 18 *
Q: How often are audits 
efficiently completed?
Office Audits 11 89 3 57 35 5
Field Audits 16 84 2 49 42 7
Large Case Audits 72 28 7 46 36 11
Q: Once an examination is 
complete, how often do 
IRS internal review 
procedures - prior to 
issuance of a "Report 
of Examination Changes” 
- appear efficient in 
resolving differences 
concerning the validity 
of issues?
Office Audits 20 80 50 39 9
Field Audits 24 76 1 54 36 9
Large Case Audits 73 27 4 52 33 11
Q: If the IRS examiner is 
not concluding the ex­
amination in a competent 
or efficient manner, how 
often are you able to 
speak with or otherwise 
contact the examiner’s 
supervisor?
Office Audits 35 65 18 45 28 9
Field Audits 37 63 19 46 25 10








Had an Opinion Always Usually
Occa­
sionally Never
Q: When you have had con­
tact with the examiner’s 
supervisor, how often 
does he/she act in an 
an appropriate manner?
Office Audits 37 63 10 54 28 8
Field Audits 40 60 10 55 28 7
Large Case Audits 79 21 10 57 24 9
Q: How often does the IRS 
propose adjustments of 
tax favorable to the tax­
payer when the auditor has 
discovered factors unknown 
to the taxpayer?
Office Audits 18 82 5 27 39 29
Field Audits 24 76 5 29 41 25
Large Case Audits 76 24 8 29 40 23
Q: How often are "Reports 
on Examination Changes" 
sufficiently detailed - 
containing adequate 
authoritative reference 
to the code, regulations, 
etc. - to allow the tax­
payer (or taxpayer’s 
representative) to eval­
uate the appropriateness 
of the adjustment(s)?
Office Audits 13 87 6 47 33 14
Field Audits 17 83 7 54 30 9
Large Case Audits 73 27 11 52 26 11
Q: How often do your clients 
have confidence in the 
fairness of the IRS?
Office Audits 11 89 * 10 39 51
Field Audits 16 84 * 11 40 49








Had an Opinion Always Usually
Occa­
sionally Never
Q: The Mission Statement 
of the IRS states that 
the IRS will "advise 
the public of their 
rights and responsi­
bilities.’’ How often 
do tax auditors advise 
taxpayers of their 
rights?
Office Audits 16 84 20 36 25 19
Field Audits 21 79 20 36 25 19
Large Case Audits 73 27 26 37 26 11
* Under 0.5%
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Rating of IRS Audit Personnel
Respondents were also asked to rate IRS audit personnel - 
office, field, and large case audit personnel - on a variety of 
points. Again, a high proportion of respondents indicated 
"Don’t Know/No Opinion" for large case audit personnel, 
reflecting the fact that many respondents have not handled large 
case audits.
Of the three types of audit personnel, large case audit 
personnel consistently rated higher on a relative basis than did 
office and field audit personnel in the areas listed in the 
survey. This result is reflected in the "overall competence" 
category as well. Of those with an opinion, 13 percent rated 
large case audit personnel as "excellent" overall, 46 percent 
rated them as "good," 33 percent as "fair" and 8 percent as 
"poor." Two percent rated field audit personnel as "excellent," 
43 percent rated them as "good," 45 percent rated them as "fair" 
and 10 percent as "poor." Only one percent rated office audit 
personnel as "excellent," 24 percent rated them as "good," 55 
percent as "fair," and 20 percent "poor." Similarly, large case 
audit personnel rated much higher than did office and field 
audit personnel in the important areas of "experience" and 
"accounting skills." For example, regarding accounting skills,
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of those who had an opinion, 57 percent rated large case audit 
personnel as "excellent" or "good," while only 15 and 37 percent 
of the respondents provided the same ratings for office and 
field audit personnel, respectively.
The area in which IRS audit personnel as a group in general 
received the most favorable ratings was "courtesy." About 
two-thirds or more of the respondents who had an opinion rated 
office, field and large case audit personnel as "excellent" or 
"good" in this area. At the other extreme, audit personnel 
received relatively unfavorable ratings in the area of 
"impartiality." Over two-thirds of the respondents rated 
office, field and large case audit personnel as "fair" or "poor" 
in this area. Detailed ratings of all three types of audit










Did Know/Had an Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Overall competence:
Office Audit Personnel 11 89 1 24 55 20
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 2 43 45 10
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 13 46 33 8
Courtesy:
Office Audit Personnel 10 90 16 50 28 6
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 19 58 20 3
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 20 54 21 5
Ease of Contacting:
Office Audit Personnel 10 90 10 40 36 14
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 10 43 34 13
Large Case Audit Personnel 77 23 13 52 26 9
Experience:
Office Audit Personnel 11 89 1 24 49 26
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 3 43 44 10
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 17 54 21 8
Accounting Skills:
Office Audit Personnel 14 86 1 14 41 44
Field Audit Personnel 18 82 4 33 44 19
Large Case Audit Personnel 77 23 9 48 30 13
Reasonableness of requests 
for documentation:
Office Audit Personnel 9 91 3 30 44 23
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 4 40 43 13
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 4 50 38 8
Efforts to expedite the 
closing of the case:
Office Audit Personnel 10 90 5 36 38 21
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 5 36 37 22








Did Know/Had an Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Understanding of the issues:
Office Audit Personnel 10 90 1 29 48 22
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 3 45 42 10
Large Case Audit Personnel
Understanding of the law:
76 24 14 50 29 7
Office Audit Personnel 11 89 1 27 45 27
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 3 43 43 11
Large Case Audit Personnel
Consistency in approach:
76 24 17 50 29 4
Office Audit Personnel 13 87 3 28 44 25
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 3 38 43 16
Large Case Audit Personnel
Impartiality:
76 24 13 42 33 12
Office Audit Personnel 12 88 2 26 39 33
Field Audit Personnel 18 82 3 30 39 28
Large Case Audit Personnel
Thoroughness:
76 24 4 29 38 29
Office Audit Personnel 11 89 3 29 49 19
Field Audit Personnel 17 83 3 41 46 10
Large Case Audit Personnel
Understanding the mission of 
the examination discussion:
77 23 9 52 30 9
Office Audit Personnel 19 81 2 31 46 21
Field Audit Personnel 23 77 5 39 43 13
Large Case Audit Personnel 78 22 14 41 36 9
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COLLECTIONS
Handling of Cases With 
The IRS Collection Division
Respondents were asked to indicate what percentage of their cases 
with the IRS Collection Division are handled effectively - both for 
automated collection system personnel and field revenue officers.
The results show that, on balance, those responding think that 
field revenue officers are more effective in handling their cases 
than are automated collection system personnel, although neither 
group were reported to be particularly effective. This is 
evidenced by the median responses listed in the following table. 
Half of the respondents indicated that 50 percent or more of their 
cases handled by automated collection system personnel are handled 




HANDLING OF CASES WITH 
THE IRS COLLECTION DIVISION 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: Approximately what percentage of your cases with the IRS 








99% 100% Median20% 39%
Cases handled by 
automated collec­
tion system per­
sonnel 22 16 24 16 16 6 50%
Cases handled by 
field revenue 
officers 11 6 21 21 31 10 71%
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Contacts From the IRS 
Collection Division
Respondents were next asked what percentage of the contacts they 
receive from the IRS Collection Division involve issues that are 
valid.
The results indicate that those responding think contacts from 
field revenue officers typically involve valid issues more 
frequently than do contacts from automated collection system 
personnel. This is reflected by the fact that the median response 
for automated collection system personnel was 57 percent, while 
the median response for field revenue officers was a much higher 
82 percent. Moreover, in those situations where contacts from the 
IRS Collection Division involve issues that are not valid, 
respondents feel that field revenue officers are more effective in 
helping to resolve the issue than are automated collection system 
personnel - over two-thirds of those who had an opinion indicated 
field revenue officers are effective in resolving invalid issues, 




CONTACTS FROM THE IRS 
COLLECTION DIVISION 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: Approximately what percentage of the contacts you receive from the IRS Collection Division
involve issues that are valid?
Percentage of Contacts That 











Contacts received from auto­
mated collection system per­
sonnel 10 11 32 21 20 6 57%
Contacts received from field 
revenue officers 6 4 15 20 39 16 82%
Q: In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division involve issues that 
are not valid, would you say that IRS collection personnel are typically effective or 
ineffective in helping you to resolve the issue?











Personnel 10 90 2 28 30 40
Field Revenue 
Officers 19 81 13 54 20 13
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Reasons IRS Collection Personnel 
Are Effective or Ineffective 
in Helping to Resolve Issues
Respondents were also asked to indicate the reasons that they 
think IRS Collection Division personnel are either effective or 
ineffective in helping to resolve issues.
A number of reasons were cited as to why collection division 
personnel are effective. For automated collection system 
personnel, the most frequently mentioned reason was "politeness" 
two out of every three of those responding cited this reason.
Other frequently cited reasons for effectiveness in resolving 
issues were "willing to help/cooperative" and "non-threatening" 
- 58 percent and 49 percent of the respondents, respectively, 
mentioned these two reasons. For field revenue officers, 
responses were somewhat similar. The reason most frequently 
cited for field revenue officers effectiveness in resolving 
issues was "willing to help/cooperative" - 71 percent of the 
respondents indicated this reason. In addition, not quite two 
out of every three respondents cited "politeness" and "know­
ledgeable/capable/experienced" as reasons field revenue officers 
were effective in helping to resolve issues.
On the other side of the coin, numerous reasons were given 
regarding reasons why collection division personnel are 
ineffective in helping to resolve issues. For automated 
collection system personnel, topping the list was "unknow- 
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ledgeable/incapable/inexperienced" with 71 percent of the re­
spondents mentioning this reason. "Unreasonable/unfair/inflex­
ible” and "unwilling to help/uncooperative" placed second and 
third as reasons why automated collection system personnel are 
ineffective in helping to resolve issues - 61 percent and 58 
percent of the respondents, respectively, mentioned these two 
reasons. For field revenue officers, about half of the respond­
ents mentioned "unreasonable/unfair/inflexible," "forceful" and 
"threatening" as reasons for ineffectiveness and 42 percent 




REASONS IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
ARE EFFECTIVE/INEFFECTIVE IN 
HELPING TO RESOLVE ISSUES 
(Percentage of Respondents)*











Previous experience with the IRS
employee(s) 28 42
Other reasons 2 2
Automated Collection Field








No previous experience with the
the IRS employee(s) 16 10
Other reasons 5 3




Respondents were asked to indicate - for those situations where contacts from the 
IRS Collection Division involve issues that are valid - if personnel are typically 
effective or ineffective in concluding the process.
The results show that, for the most part, respondents feel that collection personnel 
are typically effective in concluding the process. Three out of every five 
respondents indicated that automated collection system personnel are effective in 
concluding the process when contacts from the collection division involve issues 
that are valid. An even larger proportion of respondents - 74 percent - indicated 
that field revenue officers are effective in concluding the process under these 
circumstances.
TABLE 15
CONCLUDING THE PROCESS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division involve 
issues that are valid, would you say that IRS collection personnel are typically 







Very Don’t Know/ 
Ineffective No Opinion
Automated collection
system personnel 7 53 21 10 9
Field revenue officers 17 57 8 4 14
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Reasons IRS Collection Personnel 
Are Effective or Ineffective 
in Concluding the Process
Respondents were also asked to indicate the reasons that they 
think IRS Collection Division personnel are effective or 
ineffective in concluding the process.
The most prevalent reasons for why automated collection system 
personnel are effective in helping to conclude the process were 
"politeness" and "willing to help/cooperative" - about three out 
of every five of those responding cited these two reasons. A 
couple of other frequently mentioned reasons were "reasonable/ 
fair/flexible" and "non-threatening," with just under half the 
respondents giving these reasons. For field revenue officers, 
topping the list was "willing to help/cooperative" with 72 
percent of the respondents indicating this as a reason for 
officers effectiveness in concluding the process. Other 
frequently mentioned reasons were "knowledgeable/capable/ex- 
perienced," "politeness," and "reasonable/fair/flexible" - over 
three out of every respondents cited these reasons for field 
revenue officers.
Regarding reasons why automated collection system personnel are 
ineffective in helping to conclude the process, 68 percent of 
those responding indicated it was because the personnel were 
"unknowledgeable/incapable/inexperienced." Over 55 percent of 
those responding indicated automated collection system personnel 
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are ineffective because they are ”unreasonable/unfair/inflexible 
"or" unwilling to help/uncooperative." The most frequently cited 
reasons as to why field revenue officers are ineffective in 
helping to conclude the process was that they are "unreasonable/ 
unfair/inflexible." Over half of those responding gave this 
reason. Several other reasons for field revenue officers 
ineffectiveness - "unknowledgeable/incapable/inexperienced," 
unwilling to help/uncooperative," "threatening," and "forceful" - 
were cited by two out of every five or more of those responding.
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TABLE 16
REASONS IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
ARE EFFECTIVE/INEFFECTIVE IN 
CONCLUDING THE PROCESS 
(Percentage of Respondents)*
* Figures add to more than 100% due 
to multiple responses.











Previous experience with the IRS
employee(s) 25 35
Other reasons 4 2
Automated Collection Field








No previous experience with the IRS
employee(s) 19 14
Other reasons 3 2
-54-
Consistency in Application of
Installment Payment Agreements
Respondents were asked how often IRS collection personnel are consistent in applying 
installment payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations. Just under two- 
thirds of those responding "did know/had an opinion."
By and large, there appears to be a lack of consistency in applying installment payment 
agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations. Seventy-two percent of those responding 
indicated that automated collection system personnel are ’’occasionally’’ or "never" consistent 
in applying installment payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations. The responses 
pertaining to field revenue officers were slightly more optimistic, but still over half of 
those responding - 58 percent - said these officers are only ’’occasionally" or "never" 
consistent in applying installment payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations.
TABLE 17
CONSISTENCY IN APPLICATION OF 
INSTALLMENT PAYMENT AGREEMENTS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: How often would you say that IRS collection personnel are consistent in applying 
installment payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations?








personnel 38 62 1 27 48 24
Field revenue officers 35 65 1 41 43 15
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Rating of IRS 
Collection Personnel
In the final question in this section, respondents were asked to 
rate IRS collection personnel in a number of areas.
As a group, the ratings given to collection personnel were not 
particularly favorable in many of the areas listed. For 
example, only 11 percent and 31 percent of the respondents rated 
the accounting skills of automated collection system personnel 
and field revenue officers, respectively, as "excellent" or 
good." The area in which personnel received the most favorable 
rating was "courtesy" - 41 percent and 55 percent of the 
respondents rated automated collection system personnel and 
field revenue officers, respectively, as "excellent" or "good" 
in this area.
Without exception, field revenue officers received higher 
ratings than did automated collection system personnel. For 
example, only 20 percent of the respondents rated automated 
collection system personnel as "excellent" of "good" in the area 
of "experience," while 53 percent gave these ratings to field 
revenue officers in this area. In the area of "overall 
competence," only 16 percent of the respondents rated automated 
collection system personnel as "excellent" or "good" compared to 











Did Know/Had an Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Overall Competence:
Automated collection system personnel 15 85 * 16 46 38
Field revenue officers 21 79 3 37 46 14
Courtesy:
Automated collection system personnel 13 87 7 34 33 26
Field revenue officers 20 80 12 43 29 16
Ease of contacting:
Automated collection system personnel 13 87 3 21 28 48
Field revenue officers 21 79 7 38 37 18
Experience:
Automated collection system personnel 19 81 1 19 44 36
Field revenue officers 22 78 7 46 40 7
Accounting skills:
Automated collection system personnel 29 71 * 11 38 50
Field revenue officers 30 70 2 29 41 28
Reasonableness of requests for documentation
Automated collection system personnel 18 82 2 21 47 30
Field revenue officers 22 78 3 36 45 16
Efforts to expedite the closing of the case:
Automated collection system personnel 14 86 2 23 37 38
Field revenue officers 21 79 7 40 35 18
Understanding of the issues:
Automated collection system personnel 16 84 1 20 40 39









Did Know/Had an Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Understanding of the law:
Automated collection system personnel 19 81 1 19 42 38
Field revenue officers 23 77 5 42 40 13
Consistency in approach:
Automated collection system personnel 19 81 2 22 41 35
Field revenue officers 24 76 3 36 43 18
Impartiality:
Automated collection system personnel 17 83 3 20 37 40
Field revenue officers 22 78 3 30 40 27
Thoroughness:
Automated collection system personnel 17 83 2 20 43 35
Field revenue officers 22 78 4 37 45 14
Understanding of the mission of the 
collection division:
Automated collection system personnel 23 77 6 28 37 29





Respondents were asked if they have ever attempted to bypass the 
appeals level and, if so, to indicate the reasons why.
The majority of respondents - 89 percent - have not attempted to 
bypass the appeals level. Among the 11 percent who have 
attempted to bypass the appeals level, the reasons cited for 
doing so were numerous. Over half did it because they did not 
agree with the IRS or thought the IRS position was wrong, 39 
percent did it to save time, 38 percent cited irreconcilable 
differences, 35 percent disagreed with interpretation of the tax 
law, 14 percent were concerned about unraised issues, and 11 
percent had other reasons.
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TABLE 19
BYPASSING APPEALS LEVEL 
(Percentage of Respondents)
Yes No
Q: Have you ever attempted to bypass 
the appeals level? 11 89
If yes, please indicate the reasons below.*
* Figures add to more than 100% due 
to multiple responses
Didn’t agree with IRS/IRS position
was wrong 51
To save time 39
Irreconcilable differences 38
Disagreed with interpretation 
of tax law 35
Concerned about unraised issues 14
Other reasons 11
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Rating of Appeals Officers
Based on their experience, respondents were asked to rate 
appeals officers in numerous areas. About one out of every 
three respondents indicated "Don’t Know/No Opinion" on this 
question, indicating that they probably had no experience with 
appeals officers.
Among those respondents who "did know" or "had an opinion," the 
ratings given to appeals officers were generally quite 
positive. For example, 93 percent of these respondents rated 
appeals officers as "excellent" or "good" in the area of 
courtesy and 92 percent provided similar ratings in the area of 
experience. The lowest rating was given in the area of 
impartiality, but still well over half the respondents rated 
appeals officers as "excellent" or "good" in this area. 
Reflecting their responses in the other areas, 84 percent of the 
respondents rated appeals officers as "excellent" or "good" in 
the area of overall competence.
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TABLE 20
RATING OF APPEALS OFFICERS 
(Percentage Distributions)




Had an Opinion Excellent Good Fair Poor
Overall competence 37 63 19 65 15 1
Courtesy 36 64 36 57 6 1
Experience 37 63 32 60 8 *
Understanding of the law 37 63 30 55 14 1
Understanding of the issues 37 63 26 60 12 3
Understanding the mission of 
the examination division 40 60 25 57 16 2
Efforts to expedite the clos­
ing of the case 37 63 25 48 21 6
Ease of contacting 37 63 22 53 21 4
Ability to avoid raising new 
issues 38 62 20 54 21 5
Thoroughness 37 63 15 61 21 3
Accounting skills 39 61 15 63 18 4
Consistency in approach 40 60 14 60 23 3
Reasonableness of requests 
for documentation 38 62 14 63 21 2







Two or three years ago, revenue agents in various districts 
insisted on interviewing taxpayers despite the fact that the 
taxpayers were represented by practitioners under powers of 
attorney. In October 1987, the IRS national office announced a 
change in policy. The new emphasis would be on the type of 
information needed rather than on who provides it. The 
implication was that revenue agents would no longer insist on 
interviewing represented taxpayers. Respondents were asked to 
answer several questions about this change in policy.
First, respondents were asked if - subsequent to the 
announcement of the change in policy - agents had insisted on 
interviewing taxpayers whom they represented. Twenty-eight 
percent of the respondents indicated yes, 53 percent no, and 19 
percent were not sure. When asked if the agents were familiar 
with the new policy, 31 percent indicated yes, 7 percent no and 
62 percent were not sure. Respondents indicated a variety of 
reasons why agents who were familiar with the new policy had 
insisted on interviews. The most frequently mentioned reason 
was that the taxpayer was the most appropriate person to
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interview under the circumstances - 39 percent of the 
respondents who indicated that agents were familiar with the new 
policy and had insisted on the interview cited this reason. 
About three out of every ten of these respondents indicated that 
the interview was the result of the policy of the Group Manager, 
the Branch Chief, or the agent.
Next, respondents were asked if - since the new policy has been 
instituted - an agent ever implied that refusal to be inter­
viewed might subject the taxpayer to adverse consequences. 
Twelve percent of the respondents indicated yes, two-thirds 
indicated no, and 21 percent were not sure. Respondents who 
indicated yes cited several consequences. The most frequently 
cited consequence - by 65 percent of the respondents - was more 
stringent request for documentation. In addition, 35 percent 
indicated denial of deduction. Respondents were also asked if - 
since the new policy has been instituted - an agent ever implied 
that refusal to be interviewed might subject them to adverse 
consequences. Only 3 percent of the respondents indicated yes, 
while 81 percent indicated no and 16 percent were not sure. 
When asked what consequences, 63 percent of those who had 
indicated yes mentioned preparer penalties, one in every three 




INTERVIEWING REPRESENTED TAXPAYERS 
(Percentage of Respondents)
Q: Subsequent to the announcement of the change in policy, did 




Q: Were agents familiar with the new policy? 31 7 62
Q: If agents were familiar with the new policy, why did they insist 
on the interview?*
The taxpayer was the most appropriate person to 
interview under the circumstances 39
Group Manager/Branch Chief policy 31
Agents’ policy 29
District policy 19
The agents interpretation of national office policy 11
Other reasons 12
Q: Since the new policy has been instituted, has an agent ever 
implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject the 




Q: If yes, what consequences?*
More stringent request for documentation 65
Denial of deduction 35




Q: Since the new policy has been instituted, has an agent ever 





Q: If yes, what consequences?*
Preparer penalties 63
Referral to Director of Practice 33
Other consequences 26
Responses of those who answered ’’yes’’ on the previous question. 




In the final survey question, respondents were asked to provide any 
comments they had regarding their attitudes and opinions toward the 
IRS.
The comments received were mixed and diverse, reflecting the 
varying experiences of respondents with the IRS and its personnel. 
Many of the respondents indicated that their experiences with the 
IRS have generally been good. These respondents commented that, in 
their dealings with the IRS, they have gotten relatively quick 
resolutions to problems or issues, or have found IRS personnel to 
be courteous, reasonable and fair. Several respondents indicated 
that the IRS is subject to criticism that should be placed 
elsewhere. According to these respondents, Congress is to blame 
for the numerous, complex and constantly changing tax laws that 
have created a tax system which is extremely difficult for the IRS 
to effectively and consistently administer.
On the more negative side, many respondents cited a variety of 
problems that they have encountered in their dealings with the 
IRS. A frequently mentioned problem was the slow response time or 
lack of response by the IRS to both correspondence and phone 
calls. Several respondents complained that the IRS expects prompt 
responses to their correspondences yet they themselves often take 
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months to respond, if they respond at all. These comments are 
entirely consistent with the results presented earlier in Table 8. 
In addition, several respondents have had problems with the 
toll-free line of the IRS. These respondents indicated that they 
can never get through, or that when they do they have trouble in 
getting the right person. Indeed, Table 6 shows that "ease of 
getting through to someone" and "ease of finding the right person 
to talk to" were the two aspects of the toll-free line that 
received the lowest ratings. On a related point, a few respondents 
expressed frustration over the fact that very rarely does one agent 
start a case and see it through to completion. Instead, many 
agents may get involved in the case. This is time-consuming and 
inefficient since background information on the case must be 
provided each time a new agent gets involved.
Another frequently lodged complaint was that the quality of IRS 
personnel has declined recently. Several respondents indicated 
that personnel, particularly collection personnel, are frequently 
inexperienced and lack basic accounting and tax skills. Some 
attribute the problem to the relatively low pay of the IRS. 
Moreover, a few respondents reported that some of the agents they 
have dealt with had a bad attitude which resulted in unpleasant 
working relationships. Finally, several respondents feel that the 
IRS has taken automation too far, relying too heavily on computer­






SURVEY OF PRACTITIONER ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE IRS
I. Demographics
1. Identify the state in which you predominately practice
2. How many years have you been a CPA?
1 □ Under 1 year 3 □3-5 years 5 □ 11-20 years
2 □ 1 -2 years 4 □ 6-10 years 6 □ Over 20 years
3. Which of the following most closely describes your primary area of employment? (Check one)
1 □Public Accounting-Sole Practitioner 5□Education
2 □ Public Accounting-Partner 6 □Government
3 □ Public Accounting-Staff 7 □Other
4□industry (specify)
(If not employed in public accounting, skip to question 6.)
4. Which of the following most closely describes your firm?
1 □ Local Firm 3 □ National Firm
2 □ Regional Firm 4 □ Other
(specify)
5. What is the total number of AICPA members (including partners) in your entire firm? (Include yourself)
1 □Over 100 AICPA members 3 □ 2-10 AICPA members
2 □ 11-100 AICPA members 4□1 AICPA member
6. Are you a member of the AICPA Tax Division? 1 □Yes 2 □No
7. Have you ever been an employee of the IRS? 1 □Yes 2 □No
8. Over the past three years, what percentage of your work time has been devoted to federal tax matters (i.e. tax 
return preparation, tax planning, representation before the IRS, etc.)?°/o
9. Over the past three years, approximately how many of each of the following situations have you directly handled or 
supervised?
Number of
Type of Situation Situations
Correspondence Audits 
Office Audits  
Field Audits __________




II. General Attitudes Toward the IRS











Current Attitude 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Attitude 3 years ago 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements regarding the IRS.
Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly Don’t Know/
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree No Opinion
My understanding of the IRS is adequate 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
The IRS is responsive to my needs 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
The ability of the IRS to resolve 
problems is adequate 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
IRS communications efforts are adequate 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
IRS employees are adequately trained 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
IRS employees are reasonable/fair 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
The overall ability of IRS employees is 
adequate 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
It is difficult to communicate with the IRS 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
There are often delays in responses from 
the IRS 2 □ 3□ 4□ 5□
The IRS is unreasonably bent on collection 2□ 3□ 4 □ 5□
The IRS assumes taxpayers are guilty 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
IRS staff have no authority to resolve 
problems 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
IRS employees are often rude 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Ill, Communications with the IRS
Yes No
12. Have you ever called IRS service centers for assistance on tax matters? 1 □ 2 □
13. Have you ever called IRS district offices for assistance on tax matters? 1 □ 2 □
14. Are you aware that the IRS has a toll-free line for assistance on federal tax matters? 1 □ 2 □
(If you answered yes to question 14 go to question 15, otherwise skip to question 16.)
15a. In an average month during tax season, how many times do you use the toll-free telephone line for procedural 
matters such as refund inquiries, erroneous billings, etc?times per month.
b. In an average month during tax season, how many times do you use the toll-free line for interpretation of tax laws 
and regulations?times per month
c. Please rate the IRS toll-free line on each of the following:
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Ease of getting through to someone 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Ease of finding the right person to talk to 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Timeliness of response to questions 2□ 3 □ 4 □ 5□
Accuracy of technical information given 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Accuracy of general information given 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Cooperation of personnel 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Ability of personnel to understand the problem 2□ 3□ 4□ 5 □
Accounting skills of personnel 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Personnel’s understanding of the Law 2□ 3□
4□ 5□
Consistency in response from one IRS employee to another 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Willingness to act in the taxpayer’s best interest 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Overall rating of toll-free line 2□ 3□
4□ 5□
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16. The IRS has made efforts during the last year to improve the explanatory content of its computer generated notices. 
How often do the current computer generated notices sufficiently explain the basis of the adjustment of tax?
1 □ Always 3 □Occasionally 5 □ Don’t Know/
2 □ Usually 4 □ Never No Opinion
17. If computer generated notices are deficient, what information is missing? (Check all that apply)
1 □A precise explanation of the issue 4 □ Taxpayer identifying information
2 □ A precise explanation of the penalties 5 □ Other
3 □A precise calculation of interest____________________________ 
(specify)
18a. Please check below the statement that, on balance, best describes the computer generated notices your clients receive 
from the IRS. (Check one)
1 □The notice typically raises a completely valid issue.
2 □The notice typically raises a partially valid issue.
3 □The notice typically raises a completely invalid issue.
4 □ Don’t Know/No opinion.




c. What are the five most common issues raised on invalid computer generated notices?
1. 4
2  5
19. After receiving your response to a computer generated notice, how often does the IRS resolve the issue in a timely fashion? 
1□Always 3 □Occasionally 5□Don’t Know/
2□Usually 4□Never No Opinion
20a. To approximately what percentage of your correspondence does the IRS respond?°/o
b. Of that correspondence that is responded to, what is the approximate average number of days from the date of your 
correspondence to the date you receive a substantive response from the IRS?days











A limited “power of attorney’’ statement should be 
preprinted on all IRS notices and could be signed 
by the taxpayer before the notice is sent to the 
practitioner. 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
A limited “power of attorney” statement should be 
preprinted on all tax returns. The taxpayer could 
“check” a box to authorize the practitioner to 
intercede on future problems. 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
The statute should be amended to allow practi­
tioners and IRS employees to discuss confidential 
taxpayer information on the telephone as long as 
the practitioner is in receipt of the IRS notice. A 
unique “disclosure” number on the notice would have 





22. How often does the Internal Revenue Service send—In a timely fashion—notices and written communications to the 
taxpayer’s representative when there is a Power of Attorney (Form 2848) on file?
1 □ Always 3 □Occasionally 5 □ Don’t Know/
2 □ Usually 4 □ Never No Opinion
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IV. Audits
Listed below are several questions about IRS audits. Based on your experience, please respond to the questions for each of 
the three types of audits listed — office, field, and large case audits.
23. The Internal Revenue Service Manual requires the IRS to complete its audits with efficiency and competence.
a. How often are IRS audit personnel assigned to audits which are within their level of competence?
Don’t Know/
Always Usually Occasionally Never No Opinion
c. Once an examination is complete, how often do IRS internal review procedures — prior to issuance of a “Report of 
Examination Changes" — appear efficient in resolving differences concerning the validity of issues?
Office Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □
Field Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □
4 □ 5 □
Large Case Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □
b. How often are audits efficiently completed? 1□ 2□
3 □ 4 □ 5 □
Office Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □
Field Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □
Large Case Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
Field Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
Large Case Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
24a. If the IRS examiner is not concluding the examination in a competent or efficient manner, how often are you able to 
speak with or otherwise contact the examiner’s supervisor?
Don’t Know/
Always Usually Occasionally Never No Opinion
b. When you have had contact with the examiner's supervisor, how often does he/she act in an appropriate manner?
Office Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
Field Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□
5 □
Large Case Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
Field Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
Large Case Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
25. How often are "Reports on Examination Changes” sufficiently detailed — containing adequate authoritative reference to 
the code, regulations, etc. — to allow the taxpayer (or taxpayer’s representative) to evaluate the appropriateness of the 
adjustment(s)?
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□
5 □
Field Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □
4□
5 □
Large Case Audits 1□ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
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26. The Mission Statement of the Internal Revenue Service states, in part, that the IRS is to “collect the proper amount of 
tax. . !’ with “the highest degree of public confidence in our [IRS]. . .fairness.”
a. How often does the IRS propose adjustments of tax favorable to the taxpayer when the auditor has discovered factors 
unknown to the taxpayer?
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits 1 □ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Field Audits 1 □ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Large Case Audits 1 □ 2 □ 3□ 4□ 5□
b. How often do your clients have confidence in the fairness of the IRS?
Office Audits 1 □ 2□ 3 □
4□
5□
Field Audits 1 □ 2□ 3 □ 4□ 5 □
Large Case Audits 1 □ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
27. The Mission Statement of the IRS states that the IRS will “advise the public of their rights and responsibilities.' ’ How often
do tax auditors advise taxpayers of their rights?
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4□ 5□
Field Audits 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4□ 5□
Large Case Audits 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4□ 5□
28. Based on your experience, please rate IRS audit personnel — office, field, and large case audit personnel — on each 
of the following points. (Use the scale below to fill-in the appropriate numbers in each column.)
1 = Excellent 4 = Poor
2 = Good 5 = Don’t Know/
3 = Fair No Opinion






Reasonableness of requests for documentation
Efforts to expedite the closing of the case
Understanding of the issues




Understanding the mission of the examination division
Overall competence
V. Collections
Listed below are several questions about IRS collection activities. Based on your experience, please respond to the following 
questions for both types of collection personnel listed — automated collection system personnel (ACS; Correspon- 
dence/Telephone) and field revenue officers.
29. Approximately what percentage of your cases with the IRS Collection Division are handled effectively?
% of the cases handled by automated collection system personnel are handled effectively.
% of the cases handled by field revenue officers are handled effectively.
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30a. Approximately what percentage of the contacts you receive from the IRS Collection Division involve Issues that are valid? 
% of the contacts received from automated collection system personnel involve issues that are valid. 
% of the contacts received from field revenue officers involve issues that are valid.
b. In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division raise issues that are not valid, would you say that IRS 











Automated Collection System Personnel
1□
2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Field Revenue Officers 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
c. Please indicate below in column A the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and field reve­
nue officers (FRO) were effective in helping you to resolve the issues by checking the applicable boxes. Indicate in 
column B the reasons you think they were ineffective. (Check all that apply)
Column A Column B
ACS FRO Effective ACS FRO Ineffective
1□ 9 □ Willing to help/cooperative 1□ 9 □ Unwilling to help/uncooperative
2□ 10 □ Knowledgeable/capable/experienced 2□ 10 □ Unknowledgeable/incapable/inexperienced
3□ 11 □ Reasonable/fair/flexible 3□ 11 □ Unreasonable/unfair/inflexible
4□ 12 □ Polite 4□ 12 □ Impolite
5□ 13 □ Not threatening 5 □ 13 □ Threatening
6□ 14 □ Not forceful 6□ 14 □ Forceful
7□ 15 □ Previous experience with the IRS employee(s) 7□ 15 □ No previous experience with the IRS employee(s)
8□ 16 □ Other___________________________________ 8□ 16 □ Other___________________________________
(specify) (specify)
31a. In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division raise issues that are valid, would you say that IRS col­











Automated Collection System Personnel 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Field Revenue Officers 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
b. Please indicate below in column A the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and field reve­
nue officers (FRO) were effective in concluding the process by checking the applicable boxes. Indicate in column B 
the reasons you think they were ineffective. (Check all that apply)
______________Column A_______________
ACS FRO______________ Effective________________ ACS
1 □ 9 □ Willing to help/cooperative 1 □
2 □ 10 □ Knowledgeable/capable/experienced 2 □
3 □ 11 □ Reasonable/fair/fexible 3 □
4 □ 12 □ Polite 4 □
5 □ 13 □ Not threatening 5 □
6 □ 14 □ Not forceful 6 □
7 □ 15 □ Previous experience with the IRS employee(s) 7 □
8 □ 16 □ Other 8 □
(specify)
_________ Column B________________ 
FRO______________Ineffective_______________
9 □ Unwilling to help/uncooperative 
10 □ Unknowledgeable/incapable/inexperienced 
11 □ Unreasonable/unfair/inflexible 
12 □ Impolite 
13 □ Threatening 
14 □ Forceful 




32. How often would you say that IRS collection personnel are consistent in applying Installment payment agreements
to similar taxpayers’ situations? Don't Know/
Always Usually Occasionally Never No Opinion
Automated Collection System Personnel 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □
Field Revenue Officers 1 □ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
33. Based on your experience, please rate IRS collection personnel — Automated Collection System (ACS) Personnel and 
Field Revenue Officers — on each of the following points. (Use the scale below to fill-in the appropriate number in each column.)
1 = Excellent 4 = Poor
2 = Good 5 = Don’t Know/
3 = Fair No Opinion
Personnel Revenue Officers
Courtesy __ __
Ease of contacting __ __
Experience __ __
Accounting skills __ __
Reasonableness of requests for documentation __ __
Efforts to expedite the closing of the case __ __
Understanding of the issues __ __
Understanding of the law __ __
Consistency in approach __ __
Impartiality __ __
Thoroughness __ __
Understanding the mission of the collection division __ __
Overall competence __ __
VI. Appeals
34a. Have you ever attempted to by-pass the appeals level? 1 □Yes 2 □No
b. If yes, please indicate the reasons below. (Check all that apply)
1 □To save time
2 □Didn’t agree with the IRS/IRS position was wrong
3 □ Disagreed with interpretation of tax law
4 □Irreconcilable differences
5 □Concerned about unraised issues
6 □ Other___________________________________________________________  
(specify)




Courtesy 1□ 2 □ 3□ 4□ 5□
Ease of contacting 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Experience 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Accounting skills 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Reasonableness of requests for documentation 1□ 2□ 3□ 4 □ 5 □
Efforts to expedite the closing of the case 1□ 2□   3□ 4□ 5□
Understanding of the issues 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Understanding of the law 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5 □
Ability to avoid raising new issues 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Consistency in approach 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Impartiality 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Thoroughness 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
Understanding the mission of the appeals officer 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5 □
Overall competence 1□ 2□ 3□ 4□ 5□
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VII. Interviewing Represented Taxpayers
Two or three years ago, revenue agents in various districts insisted on interviewing taxpayers despite the fact that the taxpayers 
were represented by practitioners under powers of attorney. In October 1987, the IRS national office announced a change in 
policy. The new emphasis would be on the type of information needed rather than on who provides it. The implication was that 
revenue agents would no longer insist on interviewing represented taxpayers.
36a. Subsequent to the announcement of the change in policy, did agents insist on interviewing taxpayers whom you represented?
1 □Yes 2□No 3 □ Not Sure
b. Were the agents familiar with the new policy?
1□Yes 2□No 3 □ Not Sure
c. If agents were familiar with the new policy, why did they insist on the interview? (Check all that apply)
1 □The agents interpretation of national office policy
2 □ District policy
3 □Group Manager/Branch Chief policy
4 □ Agents’ policy
5 □The taxpayer was the most appropriate person to interview under the circumstances
6 □ Other__________________________________________________________________________________________
(specify)
37a. Since the new policy has been instituted, has an agent ever implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject the 
taxpayer to adverse consequences?
1 □ Yes 2 □ No 3 □ Not sure
b. If yes, what consequences? (Check all that apply)
1 □ Penalties
2 □ Denial of deduction
3 □ More stringent request for documentation
4 □ Refusal to conduct examination in representative’s office
5 □ Other___________________________________________________________________________________________
(specify)
38a. Since the new policy has been instituted, has an agent ever implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject you to 
adverse consequences?
1 □Yes 2 □No 3 □Not sure
b. If yes, what consequences? (Check all that apply)
1 □ Preparer penalties
2 □ Referral to Director of Practice
3 □ Other _____________________________________________________________________________________
(specify)
VIII, Other Information
39. Please provide any other comments you have regarding your attitudes and opinions on the IRS not covered on the 
above questions.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
June 1989
-8-
